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REMARKS 

Claims 1-16 and 26-37 are pending. Claims 1, 9, and 30 have been amended. 
Claims 3, 6, 8, 1 1-16, 26-29, and 31-37 are previously presented. Claims 2, 4-5, 7 and 
10 are original. Claims 1 7-25 are canceled. No new matter has been introduced by the 
response. 

1. Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) And § 103(a) 

Claims 1-8, 30, and 32-37 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) over 
Lyman (U.S. Pat. No. 179,581). Claims 26 and 3 1 have been rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) over Lyman in view of Kobayashi et al. (English Machine 
Translation of Japanese Pat. Appl. Pub. No. 11 -293479). The Applicant respectfully 
traverses these rejections based on the following remarks. 

The Examiner asserts that Lyman teaches an exhaust apparatus comprising an 
exhaust hole (A'), an exhaust plate (B) to collect liquid, and a support plate (B') that 
fixes the exhaust plate (B) to the exhaust hole (A') (Office Action, page 2). Lyman, 
however, explicitly teaches that the exhaust hole (A') is suspended from the support 
plate (B'), which in turn is supported by the exhaust plate (B) (see left column on 
page 1, 5'*" paragraph, lines 6-7; and Fig, 2). In other words, the exhaust plate (B) is 
not suspended from the exhaust hole (A') by the support plate (B'). Rather the 
exhaiKt hole (A') is suspended from the exhaust plate (B) by the support plate (B'). 

In contrast, the etchant fume exhaust apparatus recited in amended 
independent claims 1 and 30 comprises an exhaust hole, an exhaust plate, and a 
support part that fixes the exhaust plate to the exhaust hole and extends into the inside 
of the exhaust hole, the exhaust plate suspended from the exhaust hole by the support 
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part. Support for the amended independent claims 1 and 30 can be found in the 
Applicant's specification, for example, in Fig. 3. 

In view of the above remarks, the Applicant respectfijUy submits that the 

rejections against amended independent claims 1 and 30, and thus the rejections 
against claims 2-8/26 and 3 1-37, vi^hich depend from amended independent claims 1 
and 30, respectively, have been overcome and should be withdrawn, 

2. Claim Rejections under 35 U.$.C § 103(a) 

Claims 9-16 and 27-29 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over 
Lyman in view of Kobayashi et al. (English Machine Translation of Japanese Pat 
Appl. Pub. No. 1 1-293479). The Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections 
based on the following remarks. 

As discussed in the previous section, Lyman describes an exhaust apparatus in 
which the exhaust hole (A') is suspended from the exhaust plate (B) by the support 

plate (B'). Kobayashi does not teach or suggest altering Lyman such that the exhaust 
plate (B) is suspended from the exhaust hole (A') by the support plate (B'). 

In contrast, the etching system recited in amended independent claim 9 
comprises an etchant fume exhaust apparatus. The etchant flime exhaust apparatus 
comprises an exhaust hole, an exhaust plate, and a support part that fixes the exhaust 
plate to the exhaust hole and extends into the inside of the exhaust hole, the exhaust 
plate suspended from the exhaust hole by the support part. Support for the amended 
independent claim 9 can be found in the Applicant's specification, for example, in 
Fig. 3. 
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In view of the above amendments and remarks^ the Applicant respectfully 
submits that Lyman in view of Kobayashi does not teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations as recited in amended independent claim 9, and thus a prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been established (see MPEP 2143). Accordingly, the rejection 
against amended independent claim 9, and thus the rejections against claims 10-16 
and 27-29, which depend from amended independent claim 9, have been overcome 
and should be withdrawn. 

3. Conclusion 

Based on the above remarks, the Applicant respectfully submits that the claims 
are in condition for allowance. The examiner is kindly invited to contact the 
undersigned attorney to expedite allowance. 
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